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This latest version of the AAT000 Assurance
Standard and Guidance Document advances
AccountAbility’s legacy (over 25 years) of delivering
universally-applied sustainability guidance to
organisations small and large, spanning industry
sectors and geographies.

The AATOOOAS v3 is unigue in its ‘principles-
based guidance’ approach, rooted in the AAT000
AccountAbility Principles (2018) of Inclusivity,
Materiality, Responsiveness, and Impact. Its wide-
angle, integrated, and forward-looking view of
sustainability management, performance, and
reporting assists companies in anticipating and
managing future business risks and opportunities.”

—SUNIL A. MISSER, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER,
ACCOUNTABILITY
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ABOUT ACCOUNTABILITY

AccountAbility is a global consulting and standards firm that works with businesses, governments, investors,
and multi-lateral organisations on ESG matters to advance responsible business practices and improve long
term performance. Since 1995, we have been helping corporations, nonprofits, and governments embed
ethical, environmental, social, and governance accountability into their organisational DNA.

At the core of AccountAbility’'s work is the AAT000 Series of Standards based on the principles of:

»  Inclusivity - People should have a say in the decisions that impact them.

> Materiality - Decision makers should identify and be clear about the sustainability topics that matter.

»  Responsiveness - Organisations should act transparently on material sustainability topics and their
related impacts.

> Impact - Organisations should monitor, measure, and be accountable for how their actions affect their
broader ecosystems.

The AATOOO Assurance Standard (AATIOOOAS v3), released in September 2020, is an internationally
recognised, freely available standard that provides the requirements for AccountAbility-licensed

assurance providers to conduct high-quality sustainability assurance on the application of the AAIOOO
AccountAbility Principles (AAIOOOAR 2018) by reporting organisations. The AAIOOOAS v3 is supported by
this supplementary guidance document, Guidance on Applying the AATOOOAS v3 for Assurance Providers
- which provides additional guidance to ensure clear understanding of AccountAbility’s Principles-based
Assurance Process.

THE ACCOUNTABILITY STANDARDS BOARD (UPDATED IN 2026)

The AccountAbility Standards Board approves the standards strategy and oversees the ongoing
development of the Standards used by institutions worldwide. The composition of the Board is designed to
provide broad representation from the public and private sectors, civil society, and the standards community.

The members of the AccountAbility Standards Board are:
Dr. Natasha M. Matic Executive Director of the Global Common’s Alliance’s
(Chair, AccountAbility Standards Board) AccountAbility Accelerator (GCCA), US

Ms. Amy Springsteel Member, AccountAbility Standards Board

Mr. Dongsoo Kim Director of the Sustainability Management Center at the Korea
Productivity Center (KPC), Korea

Dr. Glenn Frommer Former Managing Partner, ESG Matters ApS, Denmark

Mr. Murray Sayce Global Head of Sustainability Solutions, BSI, UK

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE AAT000AS v3

The AccountAbility Standards Board is most grateful for the contributions of the following AccountAbility
representatives who provided support to the AATOO0AS v3 Working Group through authorship, critical
review, subject matter content, project coordination, design guidance, and other valuable inputs:

Sunil A. Misser (Chief Executive Officer), Udaya Nanayakkara (AccountAbility Standards),
Daniel (Sherpa) Metzger (AccountAbility Advisory Services), and Megan Maher (AccountAbility
Advisory Services).
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1. INTRODUCTION

The AAT000 Assurance Standard (AATO00AS v3) serves as a standard for assurance on sustainability information
for organisations of any type, based on the effective application of the AAT000 AccountAbility Principles
(AAI000AP, 2018). The AATOO0AS v3 is supported by this supplementary guidance document, Guidance

on Applying the AATIOOOAS v3 for Assurance Providers - which provides additional guidance to ensure clear
understanding of AccountAbility’s Principles-based Assurance Process.

The AATOOOAS v3 and this Guidance Document can be utilised complementarily with other internationally
recognised assurance standards and frameworks to enhance the robustness and high-quality of the overall
assurance process. Together, they support assurance on a range of sustainability disclosures and remain applicable
within the context of other sustainability-related standards and guidelines.

The AATOO0AS v3 is an internationally recognised, industry-independent, and freely available standard that
provides the requirements for AccountAbility-licensed assurance providers to conduct high-quality sustainability
assurance on the application of the AAIOOOAP (2018) by reporting organisations.

All assurance providers wishing to use AATI000AS v3 commercially are required to complete a licensing
agreement with AccountAbility. Each licensed assurance provider is assigned a license number, with a
specific logo, which can then be used by the assurance provider to indicate their acceptance of all licensing
requirements. The AA1000AS v3 will be administered through an innovative e-licensing system for
AccountAbility licensed assurance providers, with more information available on AccountAbility’s website.

ASSURANCE Assurance refers to the methods and processes employed by an assurer to assess an
organisation’s disclosures about its performance as well as underlying information, processes, and
systems, using suitable criteria and standards in order to increase credibility. Assurance includes the
communication of the results of the assurance process in an Assurance Statement.

ASSURANCE PROVIDER An assurance provider is an independent organisation that assesses and
expresses a conclusion on a reporting organisation’s disclosure about its performance and underlying
processes, systems, and controls using suitable criteria.

ASSURANCE PRACTITIONER An individual who is qualified to provide assurance services.
REPORTING ORGANISATION An organisation that is responsible for the preparation and publication
of disclosures on sustainability topics, and that engages an assurance provider to undertake an

assurance engagement relating to sustainability reporting.

SUSTAINABILITY The responsible management of social, environmental, economic and governance
impact for improved long-term organisational performance and societal development.

SUSTAINABILITY ASSURANCE ENGAGEMENT An assurance engagement in relation to an
organisation’s disclosure on sustainability performance.

N /
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Guidance on Applying the AATOO0AS v3 for Assurance Providers is divided into three sections - which
align with the assurance process that the AATOOOAS v3 defines.

» The preconditions to be considered when accepting an AATOOOAS v3 engagement
» How to conduct an engagement in accordance with the standard
> Issuing the final Assurance Statement and optional Report to Management

Figure 1: The AATOOOAS v3 Assurance Process
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Figure 2: The Sequential AATOOOAS v3 Assurance Process
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2. PRECONDITIONS WHEN ACCEPTING AN AAT000AS v3
ENGAGEMENT

There are a number of preconditions that must be met before an assurance agreement should be accepted,
as noted in the AAIOOOAS V3.

The assurance provider should be satisfied that the engagement subject matter is appropriate, and that

the assurance practitioner will have access to sufficient evidence to support findings and conclusions. The
assurance provider and the reporting organisation will agree to include specific sustainability performance and
other disclosed information in the assurance engagement. Assurance providers must agree with the reporting
organisation on how specified criteria are selected, how they meaningfully respond to the material needs of
stakeholders, and how they will be disclosed to the intended users of the Assurance Statement.

Accordingly, the scope (including boundary, type, and level) of the Assurance Statement and/or Report to
Management included in the engagement should be defined appropriately. The acceptance of an assurance
engagement recognises that assurance is an iterative process, and that the reporting organisation will often
make changes in response to the preliminary findings of the assurance provider.

The scope of the assurance engagement should include the reporting boundary. When determining the scope
of an engagement, the boundary used for financial reporting by the organisation, and material impacts relating
to other stakeholders beyond the financial reporting boundary (if any, such as the supply chain and ownership
structure), should be considered.

The assurance provider must make itself fully aware of any limitations and potential risks of an assurance
engagement. It is also important to understand that the sustainability assurance process does not happen
after the report has been written, but rather is often an ongoing process that takes place during the period of
information gathering and report preparation and completion. For some organisations, assurance may begin
six to eight months before the anticipated publication of a report.

An assurance provider assesses evidence including, but not limited to, documentation, systems and processes,

internal controls, data, and interview records. Therefore, the assurance provider needs to have a clear plan for
the breadth, depth, and time period of the evidence required.

ASSESSMENT A systematic process of objective judgement.

REPORTING BOUNDARY The established limit of reported information related to
organisational stakeholders and impacts.

SPECIFIED PERFORMANCE INFORMATION Performance statements or information about
sustainability topics or processes that can be included in the scope of a “Type 2” assurance
engagement.

N /
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2.1 SCOPE OF THE ENGAGEMENT

The scope of an AA1I000AS v3 engagement needs to be either Type 1 or Type 2, and the level of assurance
needs to be agreed to as either ‘High’ or ‘Moderate.’ The intended audience of the Assurance Statement can
influence the scope of the engagement. This will be more complex when an assurance engagement includes
different forms of disclosure, rather than a single report. Identifying the intended audience(s) can help an
assurance provider understand and assess the inclusion or exclusion of information in the public disclosures.

Understanding the intended audience also provides reasoning for why certain performance information

has been specified in a Type 2 assurance engagement. While it may be preferable to assure sustainability
performance information for all material topics in a Type 2 assurance, it is acceptable for an assurance provider
to assure only specified sustainability performance information. When this is done, the Assurance Provider may
query the suitability of the scope from the reporting organisation if the given performance information selected
does not directly relate to the determination of material topics and the expectations of stakeholders.

In short, for Type 2 assurance, while the scope can extend to include all material topics, this additional level of
depth is not required.

If the AA1000 Stakeholder Engagement Standard (AATOO0OSES)' forms the basis of the assurance of
stakeholder engagement processes or documentation, this should be clearly noted in the engagement
agreement.

STAKEHOLDERS Stakeholders are those groups or individuals who affect and/or could be
affected by an organisation’s activities, products, or services, and associated performance. This
does not include everyone who may simply have knowledge of or views about an organisation,
but rather only those who can be materially affected by the organisation’s actions.
Organisations will have many stakeholders, each with distinct types and levels of involvement,
and often with diverse (and sometimes conflicting) interests and concerns.

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT Stakeholder engagement is the process used by an
organisation to engage relevant stakeholders for the purpose of achieving agreed outcomes.

T The AAI000 Stakeholder Engagement Standard (AAIOOOSES) establishes requirements for effective, high-quality
stakeholder engagement. It is a leading practice, open-source framework for assessing, designing, implementing, and
communicating an integrated, strategic, and impactful approach to stakeholder engagement.
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2.2 BOUNDARY PROTOCOLS

When determining the scope of an engagement, the boundary used for financial reporting by the
organisation, and material impacts relating to other stakeholders beyond the financial reporting boundary
(if any, such as the supply chain), should be considered.

It is also important to understand the effects of a /imitation in the organisational boundary on the scope

of the report. Using a boundary protocol of recognised reporting frameworks is acceptable. The assurance
provider assesses the suitability of criteria for defining the reporting boundary to determine if they include all
material impacts of the organisation including, where relevant, those not directly under its control (such as joint
ventures, suppliers, contractors, and products).

EXAMPLES OF BOUNDARIES
The different boundaries for material impacts could be any of the following:

The whole sustainability area of an organisation’s operations

Defined entities comprising an organisation, such as in a group of companies or joint ventures

Full or defined sections of an organisation’s value chain, including external entities such as suppliers
Information related only to specific sustainability topics

VVYVYY

2.3 AGREEING ON CRITERIA

The assurance provider needs to establish which criteria to use in the assurance engagement. The criteria
for assessing the nature and extent of adherence to the AccountAbility Principles are found in the AATOOOAP
(2018). These are the criteria that must be used for Type 7 assurance.

For more information, refer to the 3.3.3.1 SUITABLE CRITERIA AND RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER STANDARDS
OR FRAMEWORKS on the AATO0O0AS v3.

Suitable criteria for the sustainability performance information subject to 7Type 2 assurance are to be agreed
with the reporting organisation, which may choose to use:

p  Generally accepted, publicly developed criteria;
> Proprietary or internally developed criteria and guidelines; or
p A combination of both publicly developed and internally developed criteria

The former - generally accepted, publicly developed criteria - is preferable, as comparability between different
organisations’ sustainability performance is difficult to achieve when there are variations in how the information
is compiled and presented. Criteria needs to be publicly disclosed, even if developed by the reporting
organisation. Non-public criteria are considered a material limitation, and should be acknowledged as such

in the Assurance Statement. Organisations may find suitable criteria in reporting guidelines, or in systems,
industry, or topic-specific standards. It is important to be as explicit as possible about the criteria chosen.

Given that AATOO0OAS v3 is an overarching standard, it is to be expected that during an assurance engagement
a range of other appropriate standards will be cited where other standards have their own certification or
verification programs, certificates, or verification statements from those programs may be used as evidence by
assurance providers.
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SUITABLE STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES

Assurance providers should look for reporting organisations applying standards and guidelines as criteria,
informed by the materiality assessment of the reporting organisation. Corresponding examples (non-
exhaustive) for selection of the standard(s) and guideline(s) are as follows:

Key for tags used below:
O - Overall disclosures
T - Topic specific

I - Industry specific

R - Regional

VVYyYvVyYy

MATERIAL CRITERIA
FOR REPORTING-

SUITABLE SUSTAINABILITY
PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

PERFORMANCE
INDICATORS SUPPORTED
BY APPROPRIATE
PROTOCOLS

SUITABLE SYSTEMS,
PROCESS CRITERIA
AND ASSOCIATED
CERTIFICATIONS

REPORTING ORGANISATION WILL SELECT FROM-

» GRI Standards (Global Reporting Initiative): Globally
recognised sustainability reporting criteria [O, T, 1]

» IFRS: S1 for sustainability-related financial information or
adapted Jurisdictional Sustainability Disclosure Standards /
national standards based on ISSB standards [O], and S2 for
climate-related disclosures [T]

» ESRS (European Sustainability Reporting Standards):
For EU companies to report on their sustainability impacts,
risks, and opportunities [R]

» GHG Protocol: Reporting greenhouse gas emissions [T]

» CDP (formerly known as Carbon Disclosure Project):
Standardised indicators and protocols for climate, water, and
forest-related disclosures [T]

» 1SO 14001 (Environmental Management Systems):
Environmental management systems [T]

> EMAS (Eco-Management and Audit Scheme): EU-based
system for evaluating, reporting, and improving environmental
performance [T, R]
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MATERIAL CRITERIA
FOR REPORTING-

PRODUCT AND LABELLING
CRITERIA AND ASSOCIATED
CERTIFICATION PROGRAMS

PROCEDURES THAT
SUPPLEMENT THE
REQUIREMENTS AND
GUIDANCE IN THE
AATO000AS V3

BENCHMARKS THAT CAN
BE USED TO ASSESS
ADHERENCE TO THE
AA1000 PRINCIPLES AND
PERFORMANCE

EVIDENCE OF
COMMITMENTS TO
PRINCIPLES OR CODES

OF PRACTICE

REPORTING ORGANISATION WILL SELECT FROM-

Fairtrade Certification: On ethical sourcing and stakeholder
engagement [T]

Rainforest Alliance Certification: For sustainable agriculture
and forestry, with traceable product labeling [1]

ISSA 5000 (IAASB’s International Standard on Sustainability
Assurance): Can be used in conjunction with AATOO0AS v3
to provide assurance on non-financial information [O]

AATO00AS GHG Assurance Guidance: A supplemental
document to AATOO0AS v3 for assuring greenhouse gas
emissions data [T]

GRESB (Global Real Estate Sustainability Benchmark): ESG
performance indicators for real estate and infrastructure
assets backed by protocols and methodologies [I]

TWSE Local Industry Sustainability Disclosure Indicators:
Developed by the Taiwan Stock Exchange (TWSE), these
indicators are tailored to key industries reflecting Taiwan’s
industrial characteristics [R, 1]

UN Global Compact: Companies commit to principles on
human rights, labor, environment, and anti-corruption [O, T]

OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises: Code of
responsible business conduct that is aligned with AA1000
principles [O]

All criteria must be agreed upon with the reporting organisation before the engagement begins.

The assurance provider assesses the suitability of criteria for defining the reporting boundary to determine
if they include all material impacts of the organisation including, where relevant, those not directly under its
control (such as joint ventures, suppliers, contractors, and products).
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EXAMPLE

In the following example, Company XYZ, which is headquartered in the EU and has a global footprint in
the Retail industry, defined the scope of the assurance engagement as aligned with the boundary used for
financial reporting, and material impacts relating to supply chain beyond the financial reporting boundary.

The European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS) was proposed by the reporting organisation as
the reporting framework, with corresponding material sustainability topics, including Scope 1and Scope 2
GHG emissions disclosures, for the reporting year ending 31 December 2024. This selection of standards
was stated as informed by the materiality assessment of the reporting organisation (Please see the Table
above for non-exhaustive examples from which the reporting organisation could make their selection).
Accordingly, the assurance scope was agreed as Type 2, with the level as a combination for Moderate for
the information in the ESG report, and High for Scope 1 and Scope 2 GHG emissions.

The assurance provider was satisfied that the criteria for defining the reporting boundary included all
material impacts of the organisation, responding to the material needs of stakeholders. The subject matter
was deemed appropriate, and the assurance provider was satisfied based on pre-engagement meetings
with management that they would have access to sufficient evidence to support findings and conclusions.

2.4 DISCLOSURES COVERED

In an assurance engagement, it is acceptable to include more than one source of disclosure (e.g., a group level
report, a single-topic report, or web-based information). When doing so, the assurance provider needs to ensure

that any Assurance Statement attached to any single disclosure is clear about the disclosure the statement refers
to.

Due to the limitations in providing assurance for digital, real-time, and other custom reporting, the assurance
provider must discuss with the reporting organisation controls that may be put in place that guarantee static
content on webpages to prevent disclosures from being updated or otherwise edited after assurance has been
provided.

2.5 USING SUB-CONTRACTORS/EXPERTS

The subject matter and related criteria of some assurance engagements may include aspects requiring
specialised knowledge and skills in the collection and/or assessment of evidence.

In these situations, the assurance provider may decide to rely on competent external experts who have the
required knowledge and skills. To ensure there is no conflict of interest with the reporting organisation and/or its
significant stakeholders, before engaging an external expert the assurance provider should determine that the
expert’'s own independence and impartiality is satisfactory.

When the work of an expert is used in the collection and assessment of evidence, the assurance provider and the
expert should, on a combined basis, possess adeguate skill and knowledge regarding the subject matter and the
criteria.

The assurance provider should be actively involved in the expert engagement, as well as understand the work for
which the expert is used, to an extent that is sufficient to enable the assurance provider to accept responsibility
for the conclusion on the subject matter information. The assurance provider should always obtain sufficient
appropriate evidence that the expert’s work is adequate for the purposes of the assurance engagement.
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3. CONDUCTING AN ENGAGEMENT

Conducting an AAT000AS v3 assurance engagement involves collecting and assessing evidence on the
agreed-upon subject matter and criteria according to the engagement plan. It is critically important to have
a clear understanding of the subject matter, criteria, and evidence required, as these will ultimately be the basis
of the assurance provider’s findings and conclusions.

ENGAGEMENT PLAN The engagement plan documents the key resource requirements,
evidence to be gathered, tasks, activities, deliverables, and timeline.

Where relevant, accepted sampling protocols and internal procedures should be followed for determining what
evidence is acceptable and sufficient. If the AATOO0AS v3 is utilised complementarily with other internationally
recognised assurance frameworks in the same engagement, it is the assurance provider’s responsibility to ensure
the complementary framework is referred to only if the associated methodology and rigour has been applied.

The assurance practitioner should strive to reduce
assurance engagement risk to an acceptably low level.
The three components of audit risk—which includes
control risk, inherent risk, and detection risk—are
transferable and apply for an assurance engagement.
Control risk is caused by the failure of existing controls

ENGAGEMENT PLAN CHECKLIST

The assurance provider should document
the following in an engagement plan, at a

or the absence of controls at the reporting organisation. minimum:

Inherent risk is caused by an error arising from factors -

other than control failures, such as where a high degree > Objectives of the engagement

of judgment is involved. Detection risk is caused by the > Deliverables

failure of the assurance _prowoler to discover a mater|a| > Assurance standard(s) to be used

error. The degree to which the assurance provider . ) ]

considers each of these components is affected by > Roles, responsibilities, and relationships

the specific engagement circumstances. If the relevant p Competencies and capabilities

level of risk is too high, additional procedures need to > Scope of the engagement

be applied to reduce the risk to an acceptable level. L

If the assurance provider detects the possibility of an - ClierE o oe Usee

escalating control risk which may affect future assurance P Type and level of assurance

engagements, it is recommended to be noted on the > Assurance strategy (including risk

management report. assessment and evidence requirements)
p Tasks and activities (including gathering

Assurance according to AAT000AS v3 expands beyond
what is reported, and examines the systems and
processes that underpin the reporting. The assurance
provider needs to obtain an understanding of the subject
matter and other engagement circumstances sufficient
to identify and assess the risk of the subject matter
information being materially mis-stated, and to design
and perform further evidence-gathering procedures.

methods, resource requirements, and
schedule)
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The assurance provider should also assess the quality of any
information obtained. Some typical measures of information
quality might include:

CLARITY

> Does the behaviour or information meet the needs of
stakeholders?

»  Can stakeholders understand the behaviour, or find the
information they want without unreasonable effort?

> Are technical terms, acronyms, and jargon, if included,
explained?

> Is information accessible and traceable to point of origin?

BALANCE

> Are the behaviours observed and information provided
unbiased?

> Are selections, omissions, or presentation formats that are
reasonably likely to unduly or inappropriately influence the
judgment of a stakeholder avoided?

> Are both positive and negative trends in performance over
time addressed?

> Is the emphasis on the various topics proportionate to their
relative materiality?

COMPLETENESS

> Has the organisation demonstrated breadth of understanding
by covering the whole relevant landscape, or has it left out
anything material?

p  Has the organisation demonstrated depth of understanding
by considered all aspects of the impact of the topics and the
nature of stakeholder concerns?

TIMELINESS

»  Does behaviour and information clearly indicate the time period
to which it relates, when it will be changed or updated, and when
the last changes or updates were made?

> Does the organisation understand the maturity of the topic
and its capacity for response, and how to respond in both the
long- and short-term?

Sustainability disclosures often include opinion and/or perception
information. This may raise issues of validity rather than simply
accuracy of data. There may be a need to consider the validity of
such survey methodologies and results.

Management systems and processes in place at the assurance
provider play a large role in ensuring high-quality output from
an assurance engagement. In addition to meeting all requirements
of statutory laws and regulations in place, the assurance provider
can prove its internal quality management system is able to deliver
a result to an appropriate standard through a market-accepted
external certification.

CONTROL ENVIRONMENT

The assurance provider should also
assess the control environment

as it relates to the information

it is assessing. A set of tests for

the robustness of the reporting
organisation’s control environment
might typically cover some or all of
the following:

1. OWNERSHIP

> Who is the person with overall
responsibility for the system/
process?

» Who developed the system/
process?

» Who maintains and/or revises
the system/process?

» How often is the system/
process reviewed/updated?

> Who is responsible for the
implementation of the system/
process?

> Who is responsible for
monitoring the implementation
of the system/process?

» How often do monitoring
activities take place?

» Does documentation exist
for these responsibilities and
ownership tasks?

2. ACCESS
» Who has access to the system/
process?

> Who is responsible for
providing access to the system/
process?

> Do different levels of access exist
for the system/process?

> How is the access to the
system/process controlled?

» How does the organisation
ensure that those who have
access to the system/process
understand how it functions?

> Are there appropriate security
procedures in place relating to
the system/process?
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3.1 TYPES OF ASSURANCE
3.1.1 TYPE 1 ASSURANCE

In a Type 7T assurance, the assurance provider uses - but is not limited to - reported information as a starting
point. For example, for Type 7 assurance, it is the duty of the assurance provider to investigate and challenge
the mapping of stakeholders, the range of topics determined to be material, the organisational boundaries
drawn, and the limits to the organisation’s disclosures.

For Type 1 engagements, the criteria for adherence to the AccountAbility Principles are found in the AATOO0AP
(2018). When assessing the nature and extent of adherence to the AATOO0AP (2018), the assurance provider
will focus on the profile of the organisation and its management approach; in other words, who are they, what
do they do, and how do they understand and manage their sustainability topics?

The assurance provider should also look for evidence of the consistency and credibility of sustainability
performance information. Since the assessment of adherence to the Principles does not have to be assertion-
based (that is, the assurance provider is not simply testing the validity of an assertion), but may also be based
on direct investigation and discovery, the evidence sought need not be limited to that which would be required
to merely validate an assertion in the organisation’s disclosures.

Overall, when an organisation holds itself fully accountable, it seeks to involve stakeholders in identifying,
understanding, and responding to material sustainability topics and concerns, and to coommunicate with,
and be responsive to, stakeholders regarding decisions, actions, and performance. In short, accountability
comprises the way in which an organisation sets strategy, governs, and manages sustainability
performance.

For each Principle, the assurance provider should seek information related to three lines of questioning, which
are complementary and designed to elicit responses that allow the assurance provider to make the assessment.

These are”

PERFORMANCE

on the current d on how the management
management thinking, on procedures, processes, context and results affect
L and systems
priorities, and resources the performance of the
of the organisation organisation

For each of these questions, the assurance provider needs to collate evidence from the organisation, such
as documents, files, software, or databases used to evidence adherence to each Principle. Depending on
the boundary of assurance agreed upon, the assurance provider should consider the multiple layers of the
organisation as necessary to make its assessment.

2 ppplication of continuous improvement to the engagement can improve the application of the Principles through efficiency in dealing
with increased scope of context, process, and performance.
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PRINCIPLE OF INCLUSIVITY

Inclusivity is the foundational Principle of the AA1000AP (2018). /nclusivity calls for actively identifying
stakeholders and enabling their participation in establishing an organisation’s material sustainability topics, and
then developing a strategic response to them. An inclusive organisation accepts its accountability to those on
whom it has an impact, and to those who have an impact on it.

The assurance provider needs to establish what evidence is required to determine the nature and extent of
an organisation’s adherence to the Principle of Inclusivity. Below are sample inquiries with which an assurance
provider might begin its assessment.

PERFORMANCE

P Is there a commitment » s there evidence of » Have metrics and/or
from the highest a formal stakeholder performance dashboards
governing body of identification process? been established by
the organisation to . the organisation to
be accountable to > Can specific topls measure the success
stakeholders which can for understanding and outcomes of
be demonstrated through stakeholders be engagement?
policy documents, identified, such as a
meeting minutes, or other consolidated stakeholder » |s there evidence of
evidence? map containing their disclosure such as reports

views, expectations, and or other publications

» Is there evidence of the associated stakeholder used to communicate
integration of stakeholder and engagement risks? with stakeholders?
engagement across
the full organisation, » Is there documentation
demonstrated by of strategic plans
participation of on engagement and
individuals from across communication with
the organisation and stakeholders?

documented objectives?

P> Is there documentation
of the allocation and
availability of necessary
competencies and
resources for stakeholder
engagement, such as
training records and
budget allocations
attributed to stakeholder
engagement?
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PRINCIPLE OF MATERIALITY

The Principle of Materiality is established in the AATOOOAP (2018). Financial reporting considers information
material if omitting, mis-stating, or obscuring it could influence the decisions made on the basis of those
financial statements. In practice, financial impact thresholds are established that define the ‘magnitudes’ that
are deemed material. Materiality based on a threshold or cut-off point, rather than being a primary qualitative
characteristic of information, can be more useful.

In the sustainability context, Materiality relates to identifying and prioritising the most relevant
sustainability topics, taking into account the effect each topic has on an organisation and its stakeholders.
A material topic is a topic that will substantively influence and impact the assessments, decisions, actions, and
performance of an organisation and/or its stakeholders in the short-, medium-, and/or long-term.

The AATOO0AS v3 requires the assurance provider to assess an organisation’s determination of material
topics in relation to a range of criteria, and not just in relation to financial thresholds. As in the case of
financial reporting and auditing, a topic, concern, or impact is material if it could influence the decisions or
behaviour of stakeholders, or of the organisation itself. Some possible lines of inquiry that might be used to
begin to assess Materiality follow on page 22.

Note that the Materiality determination process may have a number of thresholds for relevant topics that are
managed. For instance, there may be one threshold for most material topics and a different threshold for those
that are important to specific stakeholder groups but are not deemed more broadly material. Topics that pass
neither of these thresholds would not need to be addressed, although it may still be important to communicate
to stakeholders for whom they are a concern why they are not being addressed. Thresholds used should

be credible, clear, and understandable to stakeholders, as well as replicable, defensible, and appropriate for
external assurance.
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W W T

Is there evidence of a
Materiality determination
process integrated

in the organisation,
demonstrated by
documentation and
familiarity of senior
management and cross-
functional personnel
during interviews?

Is there documentation
of the allocation and
availability of necessary
competencies and
resources for a Materiality
assessment such as
training records and
budget allocations?

Is there evidence of a
defined methodology to
prioritise relevant topics,
based on suitable and
identified thresholds?

Is the relevance of a topic
determined in relation to
objective sustainability
criteria?®

Is forward-looking
information included,
and was scenario
analysis (if used)
appropriately applied
by the organisation in
developing its position,
targets, metrics, and
subsequent narrative
in relation to forward-
looking Materiality
topics? (The content
of the forward-looking
statements is not
assured).

Is there evidence of
disclosures that provide
an understanding and
prioritisation of material
sustainability topics for
the organisation and its
stakeholders.

FORWARD-LOOKING INFORMATION Information that is progressive and future-oriented
in nature that projects or positions targets, expectations, or possibilities.

* Direct financial impacts
* Policy-related performance
» Science-based Targets

* Organisational peer-based norms
» Stakeholder behaviour and concerns

* Societal norms

3 For example, a process for analysing relevance could include identification and testing topics in relation to:
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PRINCIPLE OF RESPONSIVENESS

When assessing the nature and extent of adherence to the Principle of Responsiveness, an assurance provider
checks whether the reporting organisation has responded to material topics consistent with stakeholder and
organisational interests and expectations. Responsiveness is an organisation’s timely and relevant reaction to
material sustainability topics and their related impacts. Responsiveness is realised through decisions, actions,
and performance, as well as communication with stakeholders.

Some examples for beginning an assessment of an organisation’s Responsiveness are provided below.

| 2

Is there a commitment
from the highest govern-
ing body of the organisa-
tion which can be demon-
strated through meeting
minutes or action plans
that are responsive to
stakeholder concerns?

Is there evidence of re-
sponding to stakeholder
concerns across the full
organisation, demon-
strated by inclusion of
the relevant topics in risk
management, compli-
ance management, and
strategy development
and consistent with other
strategic documents and
plans?

Are necessary compe-
tencies and resources

in place that allow the
reporting organisation

to achieve its stated
commitments within the
stated time frame and
communicate its response
in a way that is consistent
with stakeholder inter-
ests? Are these compe-
tencies and resources
documented with training
records, budget alloca-
tions, and other evidence?

» Are there documents
that indicate that external
stakeholder views and
impact have been consid-
ered in the prioritisation
of a topic for response?

P> Is there evidence of
responses and communi-
cation with stakeholders
on an ongoing and timely
manner?

PERFORMANCE

Can the organisation
provide evidence of

any feedback received
from stakeholders that
indicates the organisation
has responded in a way
that addresses their
needs, concerns, and
expectations?

Is there evidence that
when communicating
with stakeholders,
suitable reporting
principles, frameworks,
and guidelines that
support comparability of
information have been
used?

Lastly, if there are material topics that have not been responded to, this
needs to be communicated in the Conclusion of the Assessment Statement.
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PRINCIPLE OF IMPACT

Adherence criteria for the Principle of Impact can be found in the AAIOOOAP (2018). The assurance provider
should establish what evidence is required to determine the nature and extent of adherence to the Principle.
Key to this is whether the organisation has considered sufficient aspects of the Impact of Material Topics based
on its understanding of the related stakeholder concerns.

Impact, as used in the Principles, is the effect of behaviour, performance, and/or outcomes on the part of
individuals, or an organisation, on the economy, the environment, society, stakeholders, or the organisation
itself. Potential direct and indirect Impacts of Material Topics — which may be positive or negative, intended or
unintended, expected or realised, and short-, medium-, or long-term — are considered.

Some, but not all, inquiries that may be used to assess Impact follow below.

PERFORMANCE

> Isthere eV|der?ce of senior Is there evidence of a Are there specific
management involvement defined methodology for disclosures used by
to understand, measure, Impact assessment, like the organisation to
evaluate, and manage setting of consistent and communicate /Impact with
Tche./mpacts of an organ- clear boundaries, pur- stakeholders?
isation, dempnstrable pose, time-period, and
through policy docu- scope?
ments, strategy docu-
ments, internal reports, or Is Impact understood,
meeting minutes? measured, and managed
) through processes that
> _lS HASD gwdence of the are credible, clear, and
integration of Impact understandable as well as
assess.me_nt across _th? full replicable, defensible, and
organisation and within appropriate for external
key management proce- assurance?
dures, demonstrated by
the inclusion of Impact Is there documented
in the Materiality assess- evidence that presents
ment process, organisa- Impacts as a qualitative,
tional strategy develop- quantitative, or monet-
ment, or goal setting? ised measurement?
> Are there allocations

for, and availability of,
necessary competencies
and resources for Impact
assessment, such as train-
ing records or use of an
external service provider?
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The following examples illustrate how a reporting organisation would evidence adherence to the Principle of
Impact. Each line of inquiry that may be used to assess Impact below is based on the adherence criteria for the
Principle of Impact in the AATOO0AP (2018):

EXAMPLE 1: COMPANY XYZ - operating in the retail industry, headquartered in the EU

» Senior management
involvement:
Demonstrated through
commissioning a
lifecycle assessment for
the circular packaging
initiative.

» Integration into
strategy: Impacts of
material topics are
considered in
enterprise risk
management with
external reporting
according to GRI
Standards, with GRI 414-
2 used to assess and
manage risks across the
supply chain.

» Resource allocation:
Dedicated teams
conduct supplier audits
and manage corrective
action plans, supported
by training and budget
allocations.

» Defined methodology:
Lifecycle assessment
provides a structured,
science-based
method to evaluate
environmental impact.

» Credible and replicable
processes: Sustainability
reporting according
to the ESRS and GHG
emissions reporting
aligned with ESRS E1-6
ensures standardised
methodologies
that would result in
externally verifiable
data.

» Scope and boundaries:
Workforce development
tracking shows
integrating impact
orientation into key
management processes,
including social impact
methodology beyond
environmental metrics.

PERFORMANCE

» Quantitative evidence:
Emissions data under
ESRS E1-6; career
progression metrics
from the Future Skills
program.

Qualitative evidence:
Acknowledgement
and accountability for
unintended impacts.

Disclosures:
Transparent reporting
to stakeholders on
both environmental
and social impacts,
including unintended
consequences.
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EXAMPLE 2: COMPANY ABC - operating in the Healthcare industry, with a global supply chain

PERFORMANCE

» Senior management

involvement: The
company has
embedded supplier
social impact
assessments

into its procurement
strategy under guidance
of senior management,
with oversight from
the sustainability and
compliance teams.

Integration into
strategy: Impacts of
material topics are
considered in enterprise
risk management with
external reporting
according to GRI
Standards, with GRI 414-
2 used to assess and
manage risks across the
supply chain.

Resource allocation:
Dedicated teams
conduct supplier audits
and manage corrective
action plans, supported
by training and budget
allocations.

» Defined methodology:

The company uses GRI
414-2 (a topic-specific
disclosure which
requires organisations
to report on negative
social impacts in their
supply chain and

the actions taken in
response) to assess
suppliers based on a
structured risk-based
approach, including:

* Pre-screening
questionnaires,

* On-site audits,
* Third-party
verification.

Credibility and
replicability: The use
of GRI Standards for
reporting ensures
application of
standardised processes,
and internationally
recognised criteria for
sustainability impacts.

Scope and boundaries:
The assessment covers
Tier 1 suppliers and
selected Tier 2 suppliers
in high-risk geographies,
expanding beyond
direct operations.

» Quantitative evidence:

In the latest reporting
cycle, 78% of Tier 1
suppliers were assessed
for social impacts. 12
suppliers were identified
with significant negative
social impacts. 9 of
those suppliers entered
into corrective action
plans, with 6 completing
remediation within the
reporting period.

Qualitative evidence:
The company disclosed
case studies of
supplier engagement
and improvements in
working conditions.

Disclosures: Findings
were published in the
sustainability report
under the GRI 414-

2 section, with clear
metrics and narrative on
impact management.
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3.1.2 TYPE 2 ASSURANCE

In a Type 2 engagement, the work relating to the AccountAbility Principles, and that relating to

the reliability and quality of performance information, is performed simultaneously. The anticipated
outcomes of the work relating to performance information can feed into the opinion on the Principles.
For Type 2 engagements, the criteria for sustainability performance information are found in a range of
other sources, including other standards and guidelines, as identified and agreed upon in the engagement
agreement.

When assessing the reliability and quality of specified sustainability performance information, the assurance
provider needs to seek out evidence that is relevant to the performance claim in the disclosure that is being
assured. This also potentially includes a wide range of usable evidence (e.g., on systems and processes

in place and their performance, on data gathering practices and competencies, and on the accuracy of
calculations). All evidence gathered and reviewed needs to be comprehensive and balanced.

When assessing specified sustainability performance information, the assurance provider focuses on the
reliability, as well as the quality, of reported information. As a result, the assessment should cover the
qualitative and guantitative assertions made by the organisation about its sustainability performance, as
well as underlying systems, processes, information, and data.

The assurance provider brings an understanding of ‘completeness’ to the assessment of the reliability and
quality of performance information. A thorough set of tests on performance information might consist of,
but not be limited to, those given below.

RELIABILITY AND QUALITY

»  Has information been gathered, recorded, compiled, analysed, and disclosed in a way that, when
examined, establishes the quality and Materiality of the information?

» Can the original source of information be identified?

Is there support for assumptions or complex calculations?

> Is representation available from the original data or information owners attesting to its accuracy within
acceptable margins of error and timeliness?

v

ACCURACY

»  Are data measurement techniques and bases for calculations adequately described, and can they be
replicated with similar results?

> Is the margin of error for quantitative data small enough not to substantially influence the ability of
stakeholders to reach appropriate and informed conclusions on performance?

p s there an indication of which data has been estimated and the underlying assumptions and techniques
used to produce the estimates, or where that information can be found?

> Is qualitative information valid on the basis of other evidence reviewed?

COMPLETENESS AND COMPARABILITY

Can behaviour and information be compared over a year-to-year or other periodic basis?

Can behaviour and information be compared to that of industry peers or comparable organisations?
Can the organisation’s performance be compared with appropriate benchmarks?

Can any significant variation in the boundary, scope, length of reporting period, or information covered
in the report be identified and explained?

Are generally accepted protocols for compiling, measuring, and presenting information used?

vVVvyyvyy
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3.2 LEVELS OF ASSURANCE

According to the AA1000AS v3, an assurance engagement may be carried out to a ‘High’ or a ‘Moderate’
level of assurance. Since different subject matter may be addressed in one assurance engagement, a High
level of assurance may be provided for some subject matter, while a Moderate level of assurance may be
provided for other subject matter in the same Assurance Statement. This should be clearly noted in the
Assurance Statement.

The assurance provider needs to obtain sufficient appropriate evidence upon which to base conclusions.
Sufficiency is the measure of the quantity of evidence, while appropriateness is the measure of the quality of
evidence, which is to say, its relevance and its reliability. Sufficient and appropriate evidence is obtained as
part of an iterative, systematic engagement process.

The assurance provider should consider the relationship between the cost of obtaining evidence and the
usefulness of the information obtained. However, the matter of difficulty or expense involved is not in itself
a valid basis for omitting an evidence-gathering procedure for which there is no alternative. The assurance
provider should use its professional judgment and exercise professional scepticism in assessing the
quantity and quality of evidence, and thus its sufficiency and appropriateness for inclusion in the Assurance
Statement.

The required evidence for determining what is acceptable and sufficient to assess adherence would depend
on whether the level of assurance is ‘High’ or ‘Moderate.” When dealing with large datasets or information,

it is not expected that the assurance provider checks all evidence, but rather, the assurance provider should
review samples that potentially support management testimony.

The AccountAbility license agreement stipulates the requirement for the retention of all relevant documents
that are needed to substantiate the findings and conclusions in the Assurance Statement. Confidentiality and
security should be ensured when storing these documents for future reference.

3.2.1 MODERATE LEVEL OF ASSURANCE

The assurance provider achieves Moderate assurance where limited evidence has been obtained to
support their statement. Moderate assurance provides users with a lower level of confidence than a High
assurance level with respect to an organisation’s disclosure on the subject matter at hand, and on the
application of the AccountAbility Principles in general.

For a Moderate level assurance engagement, the subject matter of the engagement should be understood, and
the adherence criteria of the four AccountAbility Principles at risk of fulfilment (Type 7) and areas of the subject
matter most likely to be materially misstated (7ype 2) should be identified. Relevant processes, systems, and
controls at the organisation should be observed and assessed through appropriate testing procedures for a
Modlerate level, with any enquires made with the responsible individuals at the organisation as required.

Analytical procedures appropriate for a Moderate assurance involve basic sampling that supports the
plausibility of the information. These procedures will be specifically targeted to the areas of the subject
matter identified, per the above paragraph, as adherence criteria of the AccountAbility Principles most likely
to be unfulfilled (Type 7) and data and information most likely to be materially misstated (7Type 2).

A Moderate level of assurance is mandated where the subject matter relates to ‘forward-looking’ information.
In this case, the assurance provider should assess what methodologies (for example, scenario analysis, risk
analysis, future forecasting) have been applied by the organisation in developing its position, targets, metrics,
and subseqguent narrative in relation to such forward-looking information.
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3.2.2 HIGH LEVEL OF ASSURANCE

A High level of assurance can be achieved where sufficient evidence has been obtained, based on
suitable criteria, to support the statement that the risk of the conclusion being in error is very low
but not zero. Accepted sampling and testing protocols should be carried out on internal procedures
and processes, systems and controls, and available performance information to achieve the High level of
assurance.

For a High level assurance engagement, the control environment and relevant controls at the organisation
(determined based on professional judgment) should be assessed using appropriate testing procedures for
relevance of design and level of implementation. In addition, interviews with individuals responsible for the
controls at the organisation are necessary for corroboration.

Analytical procedures performed to establish a High level of assurance should be based on quantities or
ratios in sampling that also support the risk of the conclusion being in error as very low but not zero. The
specific analytical procedures performed would depend on the subject matter and established criteria.
Accepted protocols should be applied, depending on whether the data and information available is
qualitative, quantitative, or monetised.

3.3 CONSIDERING SUBSEQUENT EVENTS

It is important to be clear about the timing and dates of the Assurance Process and Statement.
Subsequent events may have the potential to affect the subject matter information and the practitioner’s
conclusion. These events - /f materially relevant, anticipated, or forecasted for the organisation - should be
considered when the report is issued to ensure reasonable care is taken to account for them in reporting.

Consideration of subsequent events in some assurance engagements may not be relevant, such as topics
that are not deemed material, or because of the nature of the subject matter—for example related to the
next reporting period such as leadership changes at the reporting organisation.
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4. ISSUING AN AAT000AS V3 ASSURANCE STATEMENT
AND OPTIONAL REPORT TO MANAGEMENT

The AATOO0AS v3 does not prescribe the language to be used in an Assurance Statement. However, to
promote a level of consistency and comparability, it does establish requirements for the information in the
statement. An assurance provider is not limited by the minimum requirements in AAIOOOAS v3. The assurance
provider should keep the audience in mind and provide a statement that is clear, concise, and meaningful.

An AccountAbility-licensed assurance provider is entitled to use the AA1000 v3 Assurance Statement
Marking logo with unique number for assurance statements adhering to the AAT00O0OAS v3 and the terms
and conditions set out in its license agreement with AccountAbility. This agreement is personal to the
Licensee, which may neither assign it nor grant any sub-licenses of the rights licensed to it.

4.1 CLARIFICATION ON CONCLUSIONS

For Type 1 assurance conclusions, assurance providers should use the most significant performance for
each reporting organisation based on the criteria to inform how they report adherence to each of the
AA1000 Principles. The AATOOOAP (2018) document outlines the adherence criteria for each of the four
Principles.

Here is an example Scope that was agreed by the assurance provider with the reporting organisation:

SCOPE OF ASSURANCE STATEMENT - COMPANY XYZ

This assurance engagement was conducted in accordance with the AccountAbility AATO00 Assurance
Standard (AATO00AS v3). The scope of the engagement included both an assessment of Company
XYZ's adherence to the AAI000 Accountability Principles and a verification of specified sustainability
performance information as a Type 2 assurance for the reporting year ending 31 December 2024.

A combination of assurance levels has been defined with Moderate level of assurance for the information
in the ESG report, and High level of assurance for XYZ'’s reported Scope 1 and Scope 2 greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions disclosures. The assurance was conducted in alignment with the European Sustainability
Reporting Standards (ESRS) and the GHG Protocol, covering 100% of XYZ operations under the
operational control approach.

Here are some examples of conclusions:

CONCLUSION

Based on the evidence obtained and assessed during the assurance engagement, we conclude that
Company XYZ has adhered to the AA1000 Principles in material respects, as follows:

AAT000AS v3 GUIDANCE DOCUMENT | © ACCOUNTABILITY 2026



Company XYZ has embedded stakeholder
inclusivity into its governance and
operations. A formal resolution passed

by the Board of Directors in Q1 2024
established stakeholder accountability as a
strategic imperative. This commitment has
since cascaded through the organisation,
with stakeholder engagement now
integrated into business planning, risk
management, and performance reviews.

Stakeholder engagement is embedded
within relevant policies, operational
procedures, and systems. This includes
stakeholder concerns and expectations
used to inform risk analyses, materiality
assessments, and the establishment of
measurable objectives.

The company’s periodic global
stakeholder mapping initiative identified
underrepresented voices in its satellite
country operations. XYZ has launched a
multilingual digital engagement platform
for participation from local suppliers

and community groups. These insights
directly influenced the company’s updated
procurement policy, which now includes
social impact criteria.

Other common impact activities:
Stakeholder mapping, Engagement forums,
Engagement plans, Diverse representation,
Feedback documentation, Engagement
ownership, Vulnerable stakeholders
inclusion, Pre-engagement information
availability, Participation tracking, Public
disclosure

Company XYZ has implemented a
structured and dynamic materiality
determination process, overseen by a
cross-functional committee chaired by the
Chief Sustainability Officer. The process

is reviewed annually and considers both
internal and external factors, including
regulatory shifts, stakeholder expectations,
and emerging ESG risks.

In its most recent assessment, the
company identified rising material issues
from evolving sustainability landscape,
including macroeconomic, geopolitical
and regional climate volatility. This led to
the development of a climate-adaptive
logistics strategy, including the redesign of
distribution hubs in flood-prone areas and
the integration of climate risk into supplier
contracts.

The company has clearly defined the
purpose, scope, boundaries, and time
frame of its materiality assessments, with
underlying assumptions transparently
documented. The evaluation of material
topics is supplemented by sustainability
performance topics from the European
Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS),
ensuring consistency and objectivity in
determining relevance.

Other common impact activities:
Materiality assessments, topic identification,
Stakeholder prioritization, Assessment
criteria, Management validation, Regular
updates, Topic change tracking, Strategy
alignment, Methodology disclosure
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RESPONSIVENESS

Company XYZ has demonstrated a clear
commitment to actively listening and
responding to stakeholder concerns, not
only through formal channels but also

by embedding responsiveness into its
operational culture. Following stakeholder
feedback on supply chain transparency,
the company has launched a supplier audit
program across three continents, resulting
in the publication of its first Responsible
Sourcing Report.

In response to employee concerns raised
during regional engagement forums, the
company revised its internal mobility
policy, addressing workforce development
expectations and evidenced strengthened
internal collaboration.

Company XYZ maintains a stakeholder
feedback dashboard that aggregates
insights across verticals. This system

has enabled the company to identify
emerging issues and respond with targeted
initiatives. When faced with diverging
views, Company XYZ facilitated a multi-
stakeholder roundtable, the outcomes of
which informed a revised water roadmap
that balances ambition with credibility.

Other common impact activities:

Action plans, Topic ownership, Feedback
integration, Strategy adjustment, Grievance
mechanisms, Progress tracking, Governance
escalation, Response communication

Company XYZ has demonstrated a strong
commitment to understanding and
managing the impacts of

its activities. Beyond focusing solely

on outputs, the company evaluates the
outcomes and long-term

effects of its initiatives. After launching

a circular packaging initiative, XYZ
commissioned a lifecycle assessment. In
workforce development, the company
tracked the career progression of
participants in its “Future Skills” program.

The company also took accountability for
unintended impacts. XYZ has collaborated
with local authorities

to reroute schedules and invest in
infrastructure upgrades. These actions
reflect a maturing approach to impact
management, grounded in transparency,
stakeholder input, and continuous learning.

Other common impact activities:

Impact identification, Evaluation, impact
or KPI framework, stress testing, long
term analysis, prioritization review, impact
assessments, stakeholder feedback and
evaluation, impact disclosure

AAT000AS v3 GUIDANCE DOCUMENT | © ACCOUNTABILITY 2026




SPECIFIED PERFORMANCE INFORMATION (Example for a conclusion at Type 2 High level)

As part of this Type 2 assurance, we evaluated the reliability, completeness, and accuracy of Company
XYZ's Scope 1 and Scope 2 GHG emissions disclosures for the reporting year ending 31 December 2024,
in alignment with ESRS E1-6 and the GHG Protocol. Based on the evidence reviewed and evaluated during
the assurance engagement, we conclude that Company XYZ has achieved a High level of assurance, as
sufficient evidence has been obtained to determine that the risk of error is near zero.

The emissions inventory covered 100% of operations under the operational control approach, with no
material exclusions identified. Minor data inconsistencies identified during the final consolidation of the
sustainability information were corrected during the assurance engagement.

We found the data collection and calculation methodologies to be transparent, replicable, and traceable,
supported by adequate internal controls. No material misstatements or omissions were identified once
corrected.

Type 2 performance information: Data governance, Defined methodologies, Documented controls,
Data ownership, Collection procedures, Internal verification, Data validation, Calculation review,
Consistency checks, Audit trails

4.2 CLARIFICATION ON LIMITATIONS

If the scope of the sustainability disclosure has been limited in any way - in terms of the range of topics,
the declared audience, or the way the organisational boundaries are drawn - the assurance provider needs
to acknowledge this in its assessment of adherence to the AccountAbility principles and in its findings and
conclusions.

In assessing adherence to the AATOO0AS V3, the assurance provider provides conclusions on the transparency
of the organisation, taking any limitations in reporting into account. It is important to be explicit about

any limitations related to the engagement, for example in its scope or evidence gathering. During the
assurance engagement, if an assurance provider concludes that the applied boundary does not adequately
capture Material Impacts, this finding should be included in the Assurance Statement under ‘Limitations.” If
management describes limitations in the sustainability disclosure itself, then the assurance provider may refer
to these in the Assurance Statement, rather than repeating them.
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4.3 SAMPLE ASSURANCE STATEMENT

The sample assurance statement indicates a possible format for an AATOO0OAS v3 assurance statement.

4.3.4

&t nf.example. All

4.3.3 nisation-specific text has been redacted.Epe
— invellitas quiatecero tet fugitas is es iurepudaerum quosge
inimendent fugiat exerem si ut aciuris eos qui , volore
dollectur, T $ et quid quodi

4.3.6

* Omnimilibus et est aut que eosam nissus eum quibu
voluptatque nustotatur molupta videbit quiae is aut
Tarts ibus.

S eatem nim fugia nonse iducimus

q
4.3.2 ea dolorepro ilicilique et qui cor si od ea dolecesed ut dmmo-
lupis ea dolupta tibusam, il is estiuscia asita volorepti beati
te i antis excerum videbi ptiores

et et labo.

Et doluptur, utempost es aut velici ut aut quod mosandus
sundus et ulparum iur?

Riandi odia et aut labor maxim dolendaessin conem. Um
quae restrum fugiaec tintio ipsandunt mincimpel et ut

22— Ceriteria>

This is an illustrative assurance statement example. All organi-
sation-specific text has been redacted.

« Omnimilibus et est aut que eosam nissus eum quibuscienia
voluptatque nustotatur molupta videbit quiae is aut fugit
oditiat iundelibus.

« Harchil molo berum aliquis res prati int faccaborum earunt.

+ Omnimilibus et est aut que eosam nissus eum quibuscienia
voluptatque nustotatur molupta videbit quiae is aut fugit
oditiat iundelibus.

+ Harchil molo berum aliquis res prati int faccaborum earunt.

+ Omnimilibus et est aut que eosam nissus eum quibuscienia
voluptatque nustotatur molupta videbit quiae is aut fugit
oditiat iundelibus.

+ Um quae restrum fugiaec tintio ipsandunt mincimpel et ut
aborestem acias mo cullam et maioria nos exerovit, si

4.3.7
. Methodology

This is an illustrative assurance statement example. All organi-
sation-specific text has been redacted. Volore dollectur, iust
aut omni quam faciur, vid que quid quodi

+ Omnimilibus et est aut que eosam nissus eum quibuscienia
voluptatque nustotatur molupta videbit quiae is aut fugit
oditiat iundelibus.

+ Harchil molo berum aliquis res prati int faccaborum earunt.

INDEPENDENT ASSURANCE STATEMENT OF

* This is an illustrative assurance statement example. All
organisation-specific text has been redacted.Epe pro tem
invellitas quiatecero tet fugitas is es iurepudaerum quosse
minimendent fugiat exerem si ut aciuris eos qui dolum, vo

+ Omnimilibus et est aut que eosam nissus eum quibuscienia
voluptatque nustotatur molupta videbit quiae is aut fugit

+ Harchil molo berum aliquis res prati int faccaborum earunt.

+ Aquatus et eos eatem nim fugia nonseque dem quiduci-
mus ea dolorepro ilicilique et qui cor si od ea dolecesed ut
ommolupis ea dolupta tibusam, il is estiuscia asita volorepti
beati tem dolorita nusantis excerum videbit, quatum volupti-
ores et et labo. Nam ra quis inullor ad magnatur sum dentet,

+ Et doluptur, utempost es aut velici ut aut quod mosandus

+ Riandi odia et aut labor maxim dolendaessin conem. Um
quae restrum fugiaec tintio ipsandunt mincimpel et ut rep-
tatatem iliquam accuptasint omniasp erchic te demo o

+ Aquatus et eos eatem nim fugia nonseque dem quiduci-
mus ea dolorepro ilicilique et qui cor si od ea dolecesed ut
ommolupis ea dolupta tibusam, il is estiuscia asita volorepti
beati tem dolorita nusantis excerum videbit, quatum volupti-
ores et et labo. Nam ra quis inullor ad magnatur sum dentet,

+ Et doluptur, utempost es aut velici ut aut quod mosandus
+ Riandi odia et aut labor maxim dolendaessin conem. Um

quae restrum fugiaec tintio ipsandunt mincimpel et ut abor-
estem acias mo cullam et maioria nos exerovit, si ium

4.3.9
<Independence and competencies>———

This is an illustrative assurance statement example. All organi-
sation-specific text has been redacted. Volore dollectur, iust
aut omni quam faciur, vid que quid quodi

+ Omnimilibus et est aut que eosam nissus eum quibuscienia
voluptatque nustotatur molupta videbit quiae is aut fugit
oditiat iundelibus.

+ Harchil molo berum aliquis res prati int faccaborum earunt.

+ Omnimilibus et est aut que eosam nissus eum quibuscienia
voluptatque nustotatur molupta videbit quiae is aut fugit
oditiat iundelibus.

+ Harchil molo berum aliquis res prati int faccaborum earunt.

+ Omnimilibus et est aut que eosam nissus eum quibuscienia
voluptatque nustotatur molupta videbit quiae is aut fugit
oditiat iundelibus.

This is an illustrative assurance statement example. All organi-
sation-specific text has been redacted. Volore dollectur, iust
aut omni quam faciur, vid que quid quodi Omnimilibus et est
aut que eosam nissus eum quibuscienia voluptatque nusto-
tatur molupta videbit quiae is aut fugit oditiat iundelibus.

ium nustotatur molupta videbit quiae is aut fugit oditiat

This is an illustrative assurance statement example. All organi-
sation-specific text has been redacted. Volore dollectur, iust
aut omni quam faciur, vid que quid quodi Omnimilibus et est

aut que eosam nissus eum quibuscienia voluptatque nusto-
tatur molupta videbit quiae is aut fugit oditiat iundelibus.

ium nustotatur molupta videbit quiae is aut fugit oditiat
iundelibus.Ut et perro omnimen iminci consequisque plaboris
dis utemped ea deles dio to conest occus id es ipsa quassunt.

cum audae vel inv: estium et aut architas
oloriatint, veritatur rehento vellenit'e
Sumet qui nusa alia que odit qui restiun tinulliqui conseca
tas eum expligenti nessectium, cum rest voluptat
um.aruntio. Ft fliga Nem-gua Vel Invelento
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tem cus explabo. Busanti cum, ipsa sum consectatiur atiis alici
consed que cullaborrum resto vellabo. Genis et ullecabo. Ut
pe volupta temqui ut fuga. Boreptas que invelen ihillest iunt,
et occae arum as quatet venda nis sima dolupitatent odit

4.314 -

This is an illustrative assurance statement example. All organi-
sation-specific text has been redacted. Volore dollectur, iust
aut omni quam faciur, vid que quid quodi Omnimilibus et est

Tem. Busantemaqui id minis sant dit eicab is eos atecae min

et audant acepersperum voluptatem et enissim nimil eostis
conserum venissi desto magniam quas vid mod molupti
sinullut por re, eatinctust, ipicium core nonsedi neste cuscias
quo et harum as dent am, nonsecturio vellore porio molentio
et volores aborerum re illectus experferia verum voloribusam,
simus ditiumquias rest que pe eosanim agnatur moloreh
enimus in pos disqui occati duntis que sundunt omnis

This is an illustrative assurance statement example. All organi-
sation-specific text has been redacted. Volore dollectur, iust

Tem. Busantemqui id minis sant dit eicab is eos atecae min

et audant acepersperum voluptatem et enissim nimil eostis
conserum venissi desto magniam quas vid mod molupti
sinullut por re, eatinctust, ipicium core nonsedi neste cuscias
quo et harum as dent am, nonsecturio vellore porio molentio
et volores aborerum re illectus experferia verum voloribusam,
simus ditiumquias rest que pe eosanim agnatur moloreh en-
imus in pos disqui occati duntis que sundunt omnis modipsu
sciligendi blaccul luptam ex eostendam ligenesto con eturi

enimus in pos disqui occati duntis que sundunt omnis modip-
su sciligendi blaccul luptam ex eostendam ligenesto con
eturiosam harciam harcil inullat quaspiet qui blaniam resent

hite quunt ommosam, quiam, optuscidite rehendit quatur,
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ANNEXES
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A.

THE AAT000 SERIES OF STANDARDS

The AAT000 Series of Standards consists of one set of Guiding Principles, two Standards, and
supporting Guidance documents.

() AccountAbility (2 AccountAbility (2 AccountAbility

AA1000 AA1000 AA1000

ACCOUNTABILITY ASSURANCE STAKEHOLDER
PRINCIPLES STANDARD v3 ENGAGEMENT
STANDARD v3

AATO00 AccountAbility AAT000 Assurance AAT000 Stakeholder
Principles (2018) Standard v3 (2020) Engagement Standard v3
(Upcoming)
(3 AccountAbility (2 AccountAbility (2 AccountAbility
AA1000 AA1000
AA1000
ACCOUNTABILITY GUIDANCE ON GUIDANCE ON
PRINCIPLES APPLYING ASSURING GHG
KEY CHANGES AND BRIDGE TO
WIDER REPORTING FRAMEWORKS THE AA1 OOOAS V3 EM |SS|0 NS WITH
FOR ASSURANCE PROVIDERS
AUGUST 2018 AA1 OOOAS V3
MARCH 2026
AccountAbility Principles: Key Guidance on Applying the Guidance on Assuring GHG
Changes and Bridge to Wider AATO0O0AS v3 for Assurance Emissions with AAT000AS v3
Reporting Frameworks (2018) Providers (2026) (2024)
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